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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-22 and 24-25 have been examined. 

Papers Submitted 

2. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed on 
record in the file: Pre-Amendment A as received on 6/25/01, Declaration and Fees as received on 
10/1 1/01, IDS as received on 10/1 1/01, Priority Papers as received on 10/1 1/01, IDS as received 
on 1 1/20/01, Original Declaration as received on 1 1/20/01, IDS as received on 3/26/03, Change 
of Address as received on 3/26/03, Change of Address as received on 3/31/04, and IDS as 
received on 3/31/04. 

Specification 

3. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

4. The applicant is requested to review the specification and update the status of all co- 
pending applications made mention of, replacing attorney docket numbers with current U.S. 
application or patent numbers when appropriate. 

5. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
a. The abstract contains reference numerals 30, 42, 32 and 62. Because it is an 

abstract, it is unclear what the reference numerals correspond to. Please remove 
the reference numerals from the abstract. 
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b. The abstract contains a line reciting, "[Figure 3]". It is unclear why this phrase is 
in the abstract, as no figure is present. Please remove the above phrase from the 
abstract. 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Objections 

6. Claims 16 and 25 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

7. Claims 16 recites the limitation, "A computer program product holding a computer 
program for controlling a computer to perform the method of claim 13". The parent claim of 
claim 16, claim 1, already claims a processor (processor core) that executes instructions to 
control it, instructions which inherently reside on some sort of computer readable medium 
(computer program product). Therefore, because there is no way that the processor core of claim 
1 can function as claimed without the instructions that execute on the processor core being 
comprised on a computer program product, claim 16 fails to further limit the subject matter of 
claim 1 . 

8. Claims 25 recites the limitation, "A computer program product holding a computer 
program for controlling a computer to perform the method of claim 24". The parent claim of 
claim 25, claim 24, already claims a processor (processor core) that executes instructions to 
control it, instructions which inherently reside on some sort of computer readable medium 




Application/Control Number: 09/887,522 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2183 

(computer program product). Therefore, because there is no way that the processor core of claim 
24 can function as claimed without the instructions that execute on the processor core being 
comprised on a computer program product, claim 25 fails to further limit the subject matter of 
claim 24. 

9. Claims 1-16 and 17-22 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Claim 1 recites the limitation, "Apparatus for processing data' 5 in its preamble. 
Please amend the claim language to read, "An apparatus for processing data" in 
order to be more grammatically correct. The same correction needs to also be 
made for dependent claims 2-14 and 16, as well as for independent claim 17 and 
its dependent claims 18-22. 

b. Claim 8 recites the limitation, "when executing instructions of said second 
instruction set so and is used to restart execution" on its second and third lines. It 
is unclear what the word "so" refers to in the claim language. Please amend the 
claim language to remove the word "so" and thus more clearly define the metes 
and bounds of the claimed invention. 

c. Claim 1 1 recites the limitation, "said register bank hold stack operands from a top 
potion of said stack". Please amend the claim language to read, "said register 
bank holds stack operands from a top portion of said stack" in order to be more 
grammatically correct. 

d. A series of singular dependent claims is permissible in which a dependent claim 
refers to a preceding claim which, in turn, refers to another preceding claim. A 
claim that depends from a dependent claim should not be separated by any claim 
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that does not also depend from said dependent claim. It should be kept in mind 
that a dependent claim may refer to any preceding independent claim. In general, 
applicant's sequence will not be changed. See MPEP § 608.01(n). See claims 9- 
12, where claim 1 1 improperly depends on claim 10, while claim 12 depends on 
claim 9. Also see claims 13-16, where claim 16 improperly depends on claim 13, 
while claim 14 depends on claim 1 and claim 15 is independent. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . Claims 1-16 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

12. Claim 1 recites the limitation, "a plurality of operations that may be specified by 
instructions". This language is indefinite, as it is unclear if the plurality of operations are 
specified by instructions of the first instruction set or not. Please amend the claim language to 
more clearly define the metes and bounds of the claimed invention. See also similar corrections 
required in claims 15 and 22. Dependent claims 2-14 and 16 are rejected for the same reasons as 
above, as they include the limitations of their parent claim. 

13. Claim 3 recites the limitation, "said translator output signals include control signals that 
control operation of said processor core and match signals produced on decoding instructions of 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
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said first instruction set". It is unclear whether "match signals" refers to a separate group of 
signals of the translator output signals simply called "match signals", or if it refers to the "control 
signals" being equal to signals "produced on decoding instructions of a said first instruction set". 
Please correct the claim language to more clearly define the metes and bounds of the invention. 
For the purposes of this examination, the Examiner will assume that "match signals" refer to 
"control signals" being equal to signals "produced on decoding instruction of a said first 
instruction set". 

14. Claim 16 recites the limitation "the method of claim 13" in its second line. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 13 is directed towards an 
apparatus, and does not claim any method steps. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

15. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

16. Claims 1-8, 10, 13 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Novak et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,909,567. 

17. Regarding claim 1, Novak has taught an apparatus for processing data, said apparatus 



comprising: 
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a. A processor core (120 of Fig. 2) operable to execute operations as specified by 
instructions of a first instruction set (RISC) (see Col.3 lines 24-26), said processor 
core having an instruction pipeline (see Fig.2, Fig. 5 and Col.2 lines 55-56) into 
which instructions to be executed are fetched from a memory (214 of Fig.2) and 
along which instructions progress (see Fig.2, Fig. 5 and Col.4 lines 9-20), 

b. An instruction translator (220 of Fig.2) operable to translate instructions of a 
second instruction set (CISC) into translator output signals corresponding to 
instructions of said first instruction set (see Col.4 lines 10-20). Here, the 
instruction decoder (220 of Fig.2) outputs both translated instructions in a first 
instruction set (RISC) (see Col.4 lines 10-20) as well as control signals relating to 
native (RISC) instructions (see Col.6 lines 1-13). 

c. Wherein said instruction translator is within said instruction pipeline (see Fig.2, 
Fig.5and Col.2 lines 55-56) and translates instructions of said second instruction 
set that have been fetched into said instruction pipeline from said memory (see 
Col.4 lines 10-20), 

d. At least one instruction of said second instruction set specifies a multi-step 
operation that requires a plurality of operations that may be specified by 
instructions of said first instruction set in order to be performed by said processor 
core (see Col.4 lines 10-17), 

e. Said instruction translator (220 of Fig.2) is operable to generate a sequence of 
translator output signals to control said processor core to perform said multi-step 
operation (see Col.4 lines 10-17). 
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18. Regarding claim 2, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said 
translator output signals include signals forming an instruction of said first instruction set (see 
Col.4 lines 10-17). 

19. Regarding claim 3, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said 
translator output signals include control signals that control operation of said processor core and 
match control signals produced on decoding instructions of said first instruction set (see Col. 5 
lines 30-38). Here, RISC instructions, which are control signals that control the processing core, 
are the same whether they were translated or not when being passed to the processor core. 

20. Regarding claim 4, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said 
translator output signals include control signals that control operation of said processor core and 
specify parameters not specified by control signals produced on decoding instructions of said 
first instruction set (see Col.5 lines 30-41). Here, while the RISC instructions that control the 
processing core are the same for translated and native instructions, there are interrupt control 
signals that are not specified in native mode that must be specified in non-native mode in order 
for the CISC instructions to function correctly (see Col.5 line 45 - Col.6 line 24). 

2 1 . Regarding claim 5, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1 , wherein said 
processor core fetches instructions from an instruction address within said memory specified by 
a program counter value held by said processor core (see Col 10 lines 13-34). 

22. Regarding claim 6, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 5, wherein, when 
an instruction of said second instruction set is executed, said program counter value is advanced 
by an amount that is independent of whether or not said instruction of said second instruction set 
specifies a multi-step operation (see Col. 21 lines 6-12). Here, the program counter which 
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designates CISC instructions (second instruction set) is updated sequentially on every cycle, 
corresponding to a new CISC instruction, a value that is independent of the multi-step nature of 
some CISC instructions, as only the translated RISC instructions will be separately addressable. 

23. Regarding claim 7, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 5, wherein, when 
an instruction of said second instruction set ("CISC" of Col.6 lines 13-24) is executed, said 
program counter value is advanced to specify a next instruction of said second instruction set to 
be executed (see Col.6 lines 13-24). 

24. Regarding claim 8, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 5, wherein said 
program counter value is saved if an interrupt occurs when executing instructions of said second 
instruction set so and is used to restart execution of said instructions of said second instruction 
set after said interrupt (see Col. 5 lines 45-61). 

25. Regarding claim 10, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said 
processor has a register bank (290 of Fig. 2) containing a plurality of registers and instructions of 
said first instruction set execute operations upon register operands held in said registers (see 
Col.6 lines 35-52). 

26. Regarding claim 13, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, further 
comprising a bypass path within said instruction pipeline such that said instruction translator 
may be bypassed when instructions of said second instruction set are not being processed (see 
Col.4 lines 53-56). 

27. Regarding claim 1 5, Novak has taught a method of processing data using a processor 
core (120 of Fig.2) having an instruction pipeline (see Fig.2, Fig.5 and Col.2 lines 55-56) into 
which instructions to be executed are fetched from a memory (214 of Fig.2) and along which 
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instructions progress (see Fig.2, Fig.5 and Col.4 lines 9-20), said processor core being operable 
to execute operations specified by instructions of a first instruction set (RISC) (see Col. 3 lines 
24-26), said method comprising the steps of: 

a. Fetching instructions into said instruction pipeline, 

b. Translating fetched instructions of a second instruction set (CISC) into translator 
output signals corresponding to instructions of said first instruction set (see Col.4 
lines 10-20) using an instruction translator (220 of Fig.2) within said pipeline (see 
Col.4 lines 10-20). Here, the instruction decoder (220 of Fig.2) outputs both 
translated instructions in a first instruction set (RISC) (see Col.4 lines 10-20) as 
well as control signals relating to native (RISC) instructions (see Col. 6 lines 1- 
13). 

c. Wherein at least one instruction of said second instruction set specifies a multi- 
step operation that requires a plurality of operations that may be specified by 
instructions of said first instruction set in order to be performed by said processor 
core (see Col.4 lines 10-17), 

d. Said instruction translator (220 of Fig.2) is operable to generate a sequence of 
translator output signals to control said processor core to perform said multi-step 
operation (see Col.4 lines 10-17). 

28. Regarding claim 16, Novak has taught a computer program product holding a computer 
program for controlling a computer to perform the method of claim 13 (see Col.3 lines 5-23). 

29. Claims 17-19 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Tremblay et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,249,861. 
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30. Regarding claim 17, Tremblay has taught an apparatus for processing data, said apparatus 
comprising: 

a. A processor core (1 10/1 12 of Fig. 1) operable to execute operations as specified 
by instructions of a first instruction set (202 of Fig. 2), said processor core having 
an instruction pipeline into which instructions to be executed are fetched from a 
memory (106 of Fig. 4) and along which instructions progress (see Col. 3 lines 34- 
45, 64-67). Here, the processor cores can execute instructions of a first 
instruction set, i.e. those that are power-of-two sized (see Col.3 lines 10-24 and 
Col.4 lines 34-43). 

b. An instruction translator (308 of Fig. 3) operable to translate instructions of a 
second instruction set (204 of Fig. 2) into translator output signals corresponding 
to instructions of said first instruction set (see Col.3 lines 10-24, Col.4 lines 40-60 
and Col.5 lines 12-20), 

c. Wherein said instructions of said second instruction set are variable length 
instructions (see Col.3 lines 25-33 and Col.4 lines 44-59), 

d. Said instruction translator is within said instruction pipeline (see Fig. 4) and 
translates instructions of said second instruction set that have been fetched into a 
fetch stage of said instruction pipeline from said memory (see Col.4 line 60 - 
Col.5 line 20), 

e. Said fetch stage of said instruction pipeline includes an instruction buffer (306 of 
Fig. 4) holding at least a current instruction word and a next instruction word 
fetched from said memory such that if a variable length instruction of said second 
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instruction set starts within said current instruction word and extends into said 



next instruction word, then said next instruction word is available within said 



pipeline for translation by said instruction translator without requiring a further 



fetch operation (see Col.4 line 60 - Col.5 line 12 and Col.5 line 40 - CoL6 line 



14). 



3 1 . Regarding claim 18, Tremblay has taught an apparatus as in claim 17, wherein said 
instruction buffer (306 of Fig.4) is a swing buffer (see CoL4 line 60 - Col.5 line 12). 

32. Regarding claim 19, Tremblay has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 17, wherein 
said fetch stage includes a plurality of multiplexers (602, 604, 606, 608 of Fig. 8) for selecting a 
variable length instruction from one or more of said current instruction word and said next 
instruction word (see Col. 8 lines 32-51). 

33. Regarding claim 24, Tremblay has taught a method of processing data using a processor 
core (110/112 of Fig. 1) operable to execute operations as specified by instructions of a first 
instruction set (202 of Fig.2), said processor core having an instruction pipeline (see Fig.4) into 
which instructions to be executed are fetched from a memory (106 of Fig.4) and along which 
instructions progress (see Col. 3 lines 34-45, 64-67), said method comprising the steps of: 

a. Fetching instructions into said instruction pipeline (see Col.3 lines 34-45, 64-67), 

b. Translating fetched instructions of a second instruction set (204 of Fig.2) into 
translator output signals corresponding to instructions of said first instruction set 
using an instruction translator (308 of Fig. 3) within said instruction pipeline (see 
Col.3 lines 10-24, Col.4 lines 40-60 and Col.5 lines 12-20), 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,522 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2183 

c. Wherein said instructions of said second instruction set (204 of Fig.2) are variable 
length instructions (see Col.3 lines 25-33 and Col.4 lines 44-59), 

d. Said instruction translator is within said instruction pipeline (see Fig.4) and 
translates instructions of said second instruction set that have been fetched into a 
fetch stage of said instruction pipeline from said memory (see Col.4 line 60 - 
Col.5 line 20), 

e. Said fetch stage of said instruction pipeline includes an instruction buffer (306 of 
Fig.4) holding at least a current instruction word and a next instruction word 
fetched from said memory such that if a variable length instruction of said second 
instruction set starts within said current instruction word and extends into said 
next instruction word, then said next instruction word is available within said 
pipeline for translation by said instruction translator without requiring a further 
fetch operation (see Col.4 line 60 - Col.5 line 12 and Col.5 line 40 - Col.6 line 
14). 

34. Regarding claim 25, Tremblay has taught a computer program product holding a 
computer program for controlling a computer to perform the method of claim 24 (see Col.3 lines 
34-55). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
mariner in which the invention was made. 

35. Claims 9, 1 1-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Novak et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,909,567 as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, and further in view 
of Dickol et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,898,885. 

36. Regarding claim 9, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, but has not 
explicitly taught wherein instructions of said second instruction set specify operations to be 
executed upon operands held in a stack. 

37. However, Dickol has taught non-native Java instructions that specify operations to be 
executed on operands held in a stack (see Dickol, Col.4 lines 42-61), and those instruction's 
corresponding translation into RISC-type native instructions so that redundant execution steps 
are eliminated and native code execution performance is improved (see Dickol, Col. 2 lines 17- 
39). Because Novak has taught an apparatus translating instructions from a non-native to a 
native instruction set (see Novak, Col.4 lines 10-20), but hasn't explicitly specified if the 
instructions of the non-native (second) instruction set specify operations to be executed on stack 
operands, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the translation 
apparatus of Novak to instead translate instructions specifying operations to be performed on 
stack operands in a non-native second instruction set into a native first instruction set in a manner 
so that redundant execution steps are eliminated, thereby improving processor performance. 

38. Regarding claim 11, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 10, but has not 
explicitly taught wherein a set of registers within said register bank holds stack operands from a 
top portion of said stack. 
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39. However, Dickol has taught wherein a set of registers in a register file hold operands 
corresponding to a top portion of a stack (see Dickol, Col. 2 lines 59-67). Here, when non-native 
Java paired push and pop instructions are to be translated into native RISC-type instructions, the 
translation stores those stack operands, which are on the "top" of the stack (due to the LIFO 
nature of stacks), in the register file, so that unnecessary data transfers are eliminated, and 
processor performance is improved (see Dickol, Col.4 lines 42-61). Because Novak has taught 
an apparatus translating instructions from a non-native to a native instruction set (see Novak, 
CoL4 lines 10-20) with the instructions able to operate on operands in the register file (see Col. 6 
lines 35-52), but hasn't explicitly specified that the operands in the register file are stack 
operands, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the translation 
apparatus of Novak to instead translate instructions specifying operations to be performed on 
stack operands in a non-native second instruction set into a native first instruction set in a manner 
such that redundant stack operations have their operands stored in the register file so that 
redundant execution steps can be eliminated, thereby improving processor performance. 

40. Regarding claim 12, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 9, but has not 
explicitly taught wherein said instruction translator has a plurality of mapping states in which 
different registers within said set of registers hold respective stack operands from different 
positions within said stack, said instruction translator being operable to move between mapping 
states in dependence upon operations that add or remove stack operands held within said stack. 

41 . However, Dickol has taught mapping of registers to different stack operands with the 
ability to move between the mappings based on whether there is a push or a pop operation (see 
Col.6 lines 27-40), thus allowing non-native to native instruction translation to be executed more 
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efficiently (see Col. 7 lines 5-16). Because Novak has taught an apparatus translating instructions 
from a non-native to a native instruction set (see Novak, CoL4 lines 10-20), one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of Novak to map registers of 
different stack operands with the ability to move between mappings based on if an operation is a 
push or pop so that non-native to native instruction translation can be executed more efficiently 
(see Col.7 lines 5-16). 

42. Regarding claim 14, Novak has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 1, but has not 
explicitly taught wherein said instructions of said second instruction set are Java Virtual Machine 
bytecodes. 

43. However, Dickol has taught non-native Java Virtual Machine instructions being 
translated into RISC-type native instructions (see Dickol, Col.3 lines 49-57) so that redundant 
execution steps are eliminated and native code execution performance is improved (see Dickol, 
Col. 2 lines 17-39). Because Novak has taught an apparatus translating instructions from a non- 
native to a native instruction set (see Novak, Col.4 lines 10-20), but hasn't explicitly specified 
the type of non-native instructions, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
modify the translation apparatus of Novak to instead translate Java Virtual Machine instructions 
into a native first instruction set in a manner so that redundant execution steps are eliminated, 
thereby improving processor performance. 

44. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.G 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tremblay et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,249,861 as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Dickol et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 5,898,885. 
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45. Regarding claim 20, Tremblay has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 17, but has 
not explicitly taught wherein said instructions of said second instruction set are Java Virtual 
Machine bytecodes. 

46. However, Dickol has taught non-native Java Virtual Machine instructions being 
translated into RISC-type native instructions (see Dickol, Col. 3 lines 49-57) so that redundant 
execution steps are eliminated and native code execution performance is improved (see Dickol, 
Col. 2 lines 17-39). Because Tremblay has taught an apparatus translating instructions from a 
non- native to a native instruction set (see Tremblay, Col.3 lines 10-24, Col.4 lines 40-60 and 
Col. 5 lines 12-20), but hasn't explicitly specified the type of non-native instructions, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the translation apparatus of 
Tremblay to instead translate Java Virtual Machine instructions into a native first instruction set 
in a manner so that redundant execution steps are eliminated, thereby improving processor 
performance. 

47. Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tremblay et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6,249,861 as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Novak et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 5,909,567. 

48. Regarding claim 21, Tremblay has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 17, but has 
not explicitly taught the apparatus further comprising a bypass path within said instruction 
pipeline such that said instruction translator may be bypassed when instructions of said second 
instruction set are not being processed. 

49. However, Novak has taught a bypass path around the instruction translator so native 
instructions can be passed directly to the processor without going through the time consuming 
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translation process (see Col 1 lines 43-46), thereby improving system performance (see Novak, 
Col.4 lines 53-56). Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
modify the processor of Tremblay to include a bypass path around the instruction translator so 
that the instruction translator can be bypassed when it is not in use and thus increase processor 
performance. 

50. Regarding claim 22, Tremblay has taught an apparatus as claimed in claim 17, but has 
not explicitly taught wherein: 

a. At least one instruction of said second instruction set specifies a multi-step 
operation that requires a plurality of operations that may be specified by 
instructions of said first instruction set in order to be performed by said processor 
core, 

b. Said instruction translator is operable to generate a sequence of translator output 
signals to control said processor core to perform said multi-step operation. 

51 . However, Novak has taught the translation of one instruction in a non-native (second) 
instruction set into multiple instructions of a native (first) instruction set that execute on (and 
control) the processor (see Novak, Col.4 lines 10-17) so that overall system performance of non- 
native instructions on a native instruction set processor can be improved by executing the 
architecturally superior and more efficient native instructions (see Col. 1 lines 12-42). Therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of Tremblay 
to have a non-native instruction be translated into multiple native instructions to improve the 
overall system performance on a native instruction set processor. 
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Conclusion 



52. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Applicant is reminded that in amending in response to a rejection of claims, the 
patentable novelty must be clearly shown in view of the state of the art disclosed by the 
references cited and the objections made. Applicant must also show how the amendments avoid 
such references and objections. See 37 CFR §1.11 1(c). 

53. Patel et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,332,215, has taught a Java hardware accelerator that 
translates Java bytecode instructions into native CPU instructions. 

54. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Barry J. O'Brien whose telephone number is (703) 305-5864. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 6:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (703) 305-9712. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

55. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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